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REMARKS 

L INTRODUCTION 

In response to the Office Action dated August 12, 2003. ckims 1-3, 5-7, and 9-11 have been 
amended Chims 4, 8, and 12 have been canceled. Claims 1-3, 5-7, «md 9-11 xcmain in the- 
appHcarion. Enrry of these amendmenis, and te-consideration of the appUcation, as amended, is 
requested. 

IL PRIOR ART REJECTIONS 

In paragraphs (3)-(4) of the Office Action, daims 1, 2-5, 7-9, and 11-12 were rejecied under 
35 U,S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatcnrable over Kish et aL, U.S. Patent No. 5,890,176 (Kish) in view 
of Gerard et aL, U.S. Patent No. 5,974,428 (Gerard). In paragraph (5) of the Office Action, claims 
2, 6, and 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over Kish in view of 
Gerard, as appUed to claims indicated, and fiirdier in view of Cohen et aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,324,543 
Bl (Cohen), 

Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections. 
Specifically, claims 1, 5, and 9 were rejected as follows: 

As per dairns 1, 5, 9, Kiah teaches "obtaining a request a> store an objecr" at coL 2, lines 20- 
34, col. 5, Hnes 4-21. col. 13. lines 46-54; 

"decennining if a requested file version is lower ihan an object introduction version of the 
objccf' at coL 2, Hnes 20-44, col 10, lines 42-59; 

"sticanung out a class of the object in the requested file version if the requested file version 
is equal to or higher than the object intrwiluciion version; and strcaminfi out the cbss of the object in 
the object introduction version if die requested file version is lower than the objext introduction 
vcrwon" at coL 2, lines 26-29, col 10, lines 14^16» col. 10, Hnes 45-51, 

Applicant traverses the above rejections for one or more of the foEowing reasons: 

(1) Neither Ki$h, Gerard, nor Cohen teach, disclose or suggest streaming out a data 
representing an instance of an object; 

(2) Neither Kish, Gerard, nor Cohen teach, disclose or suggest streaming out such data 
that includes/cotnprises actual methods and attributes of the object; 

(3) Neither Kish, Gerard, nor Cohen teach, disclose or suggest saving a file by streaming 
out data representing the instance of the object in a requested file version if the requested file 
version is equal to or later than the object introduction version; and 

(4) Neidier Kish, Gerard, nor Cohen teach, disclose or suggest saving a ffle by streaming 

out data representing the instance of the object in the object introduction version if the requested 

file version is earUer than the object introduction version. 
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Independent ^loi'm*; l, 5, and 9 are genetalty directed to storing object data in a particular 
version. Specifically, a fik often contains objeas, Wten the file is saved, die object Ci-e.. data 
representing an instance of the object) is streamed out/saved as part of die file. The amended 
claims also provide that die representative data comprises actual methods and attributes of the 
object. The HaitYisi furdier provide for storing a particular version of the object by streaming a data 
for a parriculax version of the object out to a file. 

More specifically, the version of the file (that the object is being stored in) is compared to 
the version of the object when the object was introduced/originated. If the file version is die same 
or newer dian when the object was first introduced, the file is saved such that (the data represenring) 
die instance of die object is streamed out (e,g., stored) in die file version. However, if the file 
version is oldet.than when the object was introduced, tlic file is saved such diat the (data 
representing) the instance of die object is streamed out (e.g., ^xotcd) in die object introduction 
version. The cited references do not teach nor su^st these various elements of Applicant's 
independent claims. 

The Office Action admits tfiat Kish fails to teach the streaming steps. In this regard, Gerard 
is relied upon to teach these claimed elements. However, contrary to the assertion in the Office 
Action, Gerard ^s to teach diese claimed limitations. 

In Gerard, a Java virtual macliine uses a VersionLoader object which loads class files. The 
VersionLoader is passed a name of a desired das? and returns a newly loaded class (see col. 5, lines 
21-32). As illustrated in FIG. 4, when a request for a new object is received, a class must be loaded 
to support that request (sec col 8, lines 39-43). The request is sent to the VersionLoader object 
which utilizes a mapping mechanism (sec coL 8, lines 43-47), The mapping mechanism supports a 
vcrsioning policy that determines which class to return (see coL 8, lines 48-51). 

The prescndy claimed invention provides for streaming out a particular version of an object. 
In this regard, the particular object that is streamed may be said to be based on a stre aming policy 
(although Applicants disagree with referring to Applicant's invention as a "policy"). However, such 
an alleged particular policy in the present invention is clearly distinguishable and is not even 
remotely suggested by the poHdes described in Gerard. 

None of Gerard's versioning policies teach, disclose, or suggest the presendy claimed 
invention. In the present claims, an object introduction version is streamed out (to a file) if the file 
version is lower than the object introduction versioiL Further, an instance of the object is streamed 
out (to the file) in the file version if the file version is equal to or higher than the object introduction 
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version. Gerard fiuis to describe any such poUcy. In col. 7. lines 10-15. Gerard describes a poUcy 
where if a user requests a certain specific version of a class, that particular version is provided. 
Additionally, if a defeult version of the dass is specified, the most current production version of the 
class b provided (see col. 7, lines 15-18). Accordingly. Gerard describes a poUcy that provides a 
pamcular ve«ion of a dass if requested and otherwise provides the most recent version of d.e dass. 
Geratd further describes the use of sm abstract versiofling poUdes in coL 7, lines 37^, However, 
once again, G«irard fails to describe the pardcular streaming set forth in the present independent 
claims. Additionally, nowhere in Gerard is there any description of an object introduction versioti 
or a requested file version as claim ed. 

The Office Action relies on coL 8. lines 39-61 to teach the streaming out as claimed. 
However, coL 8, liaes 39-61 merely describes the use of the VersionLoader object and a versioning 
poUcy that is supported by a version mapping mechanism used by die VersionLoader object In this 
regard, the mere presence and use of an abstract versioning policy does not even remotely describe 
the use of a particular "poHc/*. Nor docs it describe saving a file by streaming out an instance of an 
object in a particular version as claimed. 

Further, Gerard merely provides a dass to a user for loading. In this regard, Gerard does 
not describe the storage of an file or object by streaming out a dass or a request to store an object. 
Storing/streaming out a dass of an object is distinguishable horn providing and loading a new 
object for a user. 

In addition to the above, Gerard teaches away fi:om die present invention. Specifically, in 
Gerard's badcground, cob. 2-3, lines 66-6, Gerard describes the problems with using a class 
hierarchy as utilised in the present invention. Gerard provides that the use of a dass hierarchy is 
extremdy inefficient and can measurably reduce system performance. As a result, Gerard, teaches a 
methodology that does not use such a dass hierarchy. In this regard, Gerard utilizes a class 
versioning and mapping mechanism to cross reference a requested class, sdect the most recent or 
best version of the requested class, and return an object to he user that bdongs to the appropriate 
class (see coL 3, lines 32-39). More specifically. Gerard describes the use of a naming system as 
illustrated in FIGS. 2-4 and described thtoxighout the specification (see for e.g. col. 7, lines 33-37). 
Such a teaching teaches away from using the hierarchical dass system and using the comparisons 
and streaming methodology as claimed. 

In addition to the above, as described above. Applicants have amended the independent 
daims to provide that the "streaming" is pan of saving a file in a requested file version. Further, the 
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streaming is ro a file that is being saved. Claims 4, 8, and 12 originaUy provided diat the request to 
store the object was initialised by s^g the ffle containing the object The final Office Action 

rejects claims 4, 8, and 12 were rejected as follows: 

As per daims 4» 8. 12. Kish iCAchea «obtmning a icquesc to store an object is initialized by saving a file 
containing the objca'* ai col. 2, Hoes 20-34. col. 7, line 62 to col- 8. line 16, coL 13, lines 46-54. 

CoL 2. lines 20-34 merely desctibe maldng and saving a copy of an object Such a making 
and saving is fiartbnr described in coL 10, lines 35^60. Applicants address the differences widi 
respect to the coL 2 and 10 text in detail below, 

Wirh respect to col. 7, lines 62 to coL 8, line 16, Kish^s text merely describes how the object 
pointers that are a vital part of Kish*s invention are processed when document objects axe stored in 
non-volatile storage- Namely, the pointers are converted to a form that is meaningftil in die non- 
volatile storage format (see col. 7, line$ 62-65). However, such a teaching fails to teach, saving a file 
by streaming out die data diat represents an instance of an object (which includes actual methods 
and attributes of die object) to a file. In dais regard, converting pointers to a foim (i-e., an object 
ID) and storing such pointers is not even remotely equivalent to saving a file by streaming out actual 
mediods and attributes as object data diat represents an instance of an object Accordingly, tiiese 
portions of Kish fail to teach the invention as claimed, 

CoL 13, lines 46-54 merely provides diat a dialog box displays die various versions tiaat exists 
in a particular file. However, such language does not refer to how die versions are stored in die 
particular file. Nor does such language indicate diat the data in the file coii^)rises actual methods 
and attributes of die object Nor does such language illustrate that the object data is saved when a 
file is saved Instead, the cited language merely provides that a single file contains various different 
object versions. Such a teaching is not equivalent, not does it teach or suggest, the invention as 
claimed. 

In response to some of the above arguments, the final Office Action provides: 
The Examiner lespectfully disagrees for the following reasons; 

Pet (1), as discussed in ihc above rejection, Gcnud teaches wbcn a reqaesi for a new object 
is received, a class musr he loaded to s upp^ T^^flr fequcst (coL 8, lines 39-43), the request is sent ip 
The VcrsionLoftder object which utilizes % mapping mechanism (col 8. lines 43-47), and the mappin g 
mechaniRm supp^r lt fi yef^ontng policy that dj ^wiYningftTOhich clftSS TO rerom (coL 8, Enes 4&-S1). It is 
thus clearly shown by Gerard die step q£ streaming out a class of an objea. 

Per (2), die Applicant's invention disdosea a method for scoring object data of a requested 
file in an object-oriented compuifit system, Similaily, Kish reference teaches an objtxt-oriented 
document version tracking method wherein a single file holds multiple versions of a document 
composed of an interconnection of objects which diemsclves have versions and aj;^ STqtcd ffl? 
(see Abstraa). When the doaimcnt is changed by changing any of the interconnected objects, a 
checV i.q first made m dereimAne whether the i ^hjwr vpr.'ripn is the same as the document ygry9" 
currently being edited ^c., determining if a icqacsted file version is lower than an object introduction 
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version of the object). Tftim (U., whether Ir is equal or higher), a copy of the object » ma^g and 
saved fi.c., the file version is older than when the object was introduced), vbfi ftbiggT? Thenrqusibe 
.mimitt. lo rhflT ^nv rime or ^ ^Frho.,. metli ^ f^^ U thr nh^eci checks m dfTPffninr ^f^hi^^ n }^ 

the current vetsiQQ . In a preferred embodiment, checking die existing version is performed by a 
common method in the base class CEngincObjecT called q^ecTtVmiftA (col. 10, lines 45-51). 
Therefore, any version of the document can be reconstructed by interconnecting the object vetsacttis 
which T^flvp. n hi'ghefif l^vel whtrh is eq naT rn nr lefifi rhflfi the deflired Hn';;nfflenT TCiy^^^ so ailljasbjecis 
i^lidiMeAaaefid-arc duplicaced and ^r.pi^^ nfnh)cjLiK are only made storing object daw in a 
p^r^rnlar TTiT^^Iart xphcn an object chanfas, . , , 

Aldiough Kish teaches streaming out an object (col. 2, Imes 20-34), Kish does not exphady 
teach the seep of "streaming OUT a class of the objea". Gerard, however, teachca this limitation as 
discussed in (1). More specifically, Gerard teaches selecting the most recent or best version of the 
requested cla$s and return an object to Ac user or requesting object that belongs to the approved 
class (col. 3, lines 36-46). It would have been obvioas to one ordinaidly skiUed in the art at the dme of 
the invention to combine the teachings of Kish with the teaching of Gciaid co include "streaming out 
a class of the object" in order to provide a system to have multiple versions of die same cbss on-hnc 
at die satnc time and to create and use objects from different version of the same dass, as taught by 
Gerard at col, 3, lines 39^2, 

Applicants traverse the above responses. 

With respect to the final Office Action argument re: (1), Applicants note that the Office 
Action merely states that a dass is returned by Gerard, However, die claims specifically provide that 
die screaming oat is to a file and is part of saving die file. In this regard, retoming a class is not 
equivalent to streaming out data representing an instance of an object to a file. In feet. Gerard 
specifically teaches that the classes are loaded fot use in a Java virtual machine (see col. 8, lines 39- 
62). Accordingly, (3erard teaches away fi»m saving a file by streaming object instance data to a file. 

Widi respect to the final Office Action argument re: (2), Applicants note diat die 
characterization of what Kish teaches is not supported by die language within Kish. The language 
dted in the Office Action 13 in coL 10, Unes 34-59). Kish basically teaches that before an object or 
data of the object is changed, Kish determines if die existing version of the object is current Such a 
determination compares the present version of die object to die current document vctsion. If the 
versions are different (Le., the object is older than the current document), the object creates a copy 
of itself by creating a nevo' version that is current If the versions are not different, ptocessing merely 
continues. Of particular note is chat the current version of the object is used in the comparison and 
not the object introduction version (as claimed)- Funher^ the current document version is used in 
the comparison and not a requesced document version (as claimed). 

The office Action equates Kish*s "checking whether die objtwtt version is the same as the 
document currendy being edited" to the prior claim step of ^'determining if a requested file version 
is lower t^^^ an object introduction version of the object". However, as stated above, a current 
object version is not equivalent to an object introduction version as claimed. The object 
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intioductioii version as used throughout the claims (and spedficaUy defined in die specification [see 
page 10, lines 15-20]) is die version in which die objea ^ (first) introduced. Accordingly, there is 
a clear distincrion between the Kish's detenninadon and diat made in die claims. 

The Office Acdon then provides diat Kish^s making and saving a copy of the object is 
equivalent to streaming out the object in die file version aa claimed* However, in Kish. die 
'^copying" refers to crcaring an object in die new version (see col. 10, lines 51-54). The changes may 
then be made to die new object. However, die creation of a new object is not equivalent and does 
not suggest streaming out data diat represents an object instance to a file in a file version. As stated 
above, Kish does not describe any such stceaming out of data. Furdicr, maldng a copy of itself and 
creating a new version is not equivalent to exaniining a particukt requested file version (e.g,, &om a 
user) and based on diat requested file version, conducting a comparison and streaming out data in 
the file version based on the comparison. 

The Office Action then equates Kish's compajdson of the active document version to the 
current object version to the claimed comparison between a requested file version and an object 
inttoducrion version. Again, as stated above, die active document version is not equivalent to die 
requested file version, Kish's "current" or "active document version" is the most recent document 
version and is not a file version requested (e,g,, by a user) that is not concerned widi whether file 
version is "current" or "active". Further, the current object version is not equivalent to the object 
introduction version. As sated above, tbe object introduction version is the version when the object 
was first introduced and is not necessarily the current version of the object in the active document 
Accordin^y, die comparison conducted in BCish is not equivalent to (nor does it suggest or teach) 
the claimed comparison. 

Hie Office Action notes that in Kish, copies of objects arc only made when an object 
changes. However, die Office Action also equates such a teaching to the previously claimed storing 
object data in a particular version. However, such a conchision is not rational Teaching the timing 
of when to create a copy of an object (as in Kish) cannot possibly be related to or suggest stoiing 
object data in a particular version of die object In diis regard, the Office Action is equating Kish's 
timing aspect to an actual storing step. 

In addition to the above, the references actually teach away fi:om Applicant's invention. For 
example, the combined references would teach detecting if an object is going to be changed (Kish), 
copying itself to create a new version of the object if die object is old (Kish), later examining a single 
file that various versions of die object (Kish), and dien loading a particular version of the object for 
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use in a Java virtoal machine (Gerard). However, such a teaching does not refer to die following 
claimed elements: a requested file version, an object introduction version, saving a file by streaming 
out object instance data, object instance data that comprises actual methods and attributes, or the 
storage of particular object versions as claimed 



Further, the various elements of Applicant's claimed invention together provide operational 
advantages over the systems disclosed in Kish, Gerard, and Cohen. In addition. Applicant's 
invention solves problems not recognized by Kish, Gerard, and Cohen. 



Thus, Applicant submits that independent claims 1, 5, and 9 are allowable over Kish, 



Gerard, and Cohen. Furdiex, dependent claims 2-3, 6-7, and 10-11 axe submitted to be allowable 
over Kish, Gerard, and Cohen in the same manner, because they are dependent on independent 
claims 1, 5, and 9, respectively, and because diey contain all die ttnitations of die independent 
claitQS. In addition, dependent claims 2-3, 6-7, and 10-11 recite additional novel elements not 
shown by Kish, Gerard, and Cohen. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

In view of die above, it is submitted that this application is now in good order for allowance 
and Such allowance is respectfully solicited. Should the Examiner believe minor matters still remain 
that can be resolved in a telephone interview, the Examiner is wged to call Applicant's undersigned 



attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 
GATES & COOPER LLP 



RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

OCT 1 5 2003 



Attorneys for Applicant 



Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 



Date: October 14. 2003 




Namtf; Jason S. Fddmar 
Reg. No.: 39,187 
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